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Capsule 11-5. Santa Clara, Californis

Population: 86,118 ) -
Buburban city with hold harmless entitlement
Grant amount: $357,000

The first year of the CDBG program in Santa Clara, California,
was characterized Dy substantial citizen participation. Citizens
were given the copportunity to draft a program. However, those who
took part in this effort labored under the misconception that their
role was to be more than advisory; in the end, i1t proved not to be.

The participation structure used in Santa Clara resulted from
a dialogue between the city council and the existing catizens'
advisory commttee about the broad oubline of participation suggested
by the intergovermmental assistance director (who had primary
responsibility for the program). In the past, when citizens' views
were sought in connection with local decisionmaking, the committee
had appointed a task force to study the issue. These bodies vere
often empowered to report their findings directly to the city
council. According to the associate, "From the city manager's view,
such task forces often presented faindings that did not reflect the
community at large." His preference was to utilize a large citizens'
advisory committee and make sure that the views of more affluent
sections of the community would be incorporated into recommendations.
Thig structure., he suggested, would bring better balance, because 1%
would include "the voices of hard-working small businessmen in
addition to low-income and unemployed personsg and those with political
aspirations of their own who generally make up these kinds of
eommttees." The city council accepted the commitiee's recommendation,
however, and the more limited task force structure was adopted.

The task force membership represented primarily low and moderate—
income groups. Among its mewmbers were several who had disagreed with
the city manager in the past over other community development issues.
This group, working with one low-ranking planner on the ¢ity council's
staff, developed a draft program, which they presented to the council.

When the task force submitted 1ts program, the proposal met
stiff opposition from the city manager, who voiced a preference for
utilizing a substantial portion of the first-year funds for programs in
the city's capital improvement program. According to the assccrate,
"The city manager informed the council that the city's capirtal
Improvement plan consisted of variocus federal and state grant funds
that would have to be replaced by local funds or increased taxes if
the citizen task force package were approved becsuse these grants
were now being phased out.?
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In search of a compromise, the council suggested that the task
force review what capital improvements might be ineluded in the
first—year program. This was never undertaken, however; within one
week of the initial council meeting to discuss the task force draft,
the city wmanager prepared an amended program that included changes 1in
the original draft involving nearly two-thirds of the first year
budget. This revised plan, not shown to the task force until the
night it was approved, was passed unanimously by the city council
over complaints from task force members. The task force protested
to the ciiy manager's staff about the lack of citizen review. The
Intergovermmental assistance director suggested that ' the pressure
to complete the first—year application precluded such a review and he
would make no predictions about citizen review in the second year.

The chairman of Sants Clara's citizen task force expressed
concern that the bad first-year experience "might decrease citizen
participation in the second year--~low and moderate-income neighborhood
committee representatives were very distressed as a result of their
experience,”" The associate reported that "the frustration’
experienced by the participants was predictable--given the fact- that
the city™s high-level staff had its own agenda for spendlng CDBG
funds from the outset.' - .
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Capsule 11l~6. Chicago, Illinois

Population: 3,369,357
Central city with hold-harmless entitlement
Grant amount: $43,201,000

Chicago's citizen participation process included a series of
public meedings held in various locations in the city (two of them
conducted exclusively in Spanish) prior to preparation of a draft
application, and two public hearings after the draft was completed.
The major purposes of the meetings were to inform the public about
the program and to receive suggestions from citizens about the kinds
of activities that should be undertaken with CDBG funds.

After the meetings, all held between November and mid-December,
1975, there was no further opportunity for citizen contribution in
the application process until April, when two public hearings were
held to consider the draft application. At these hearings citizens
were critical of the way the application was prepared as well as of its
substance. Representatives for the Leagne of Women Voters,who had sought
earlier (and unsuccessfully) to have the city create a citizens'
advisory committee to help in drafting the application, expressed the
view that "there must be an opportunity for interchange between the
public and members of the eity's CDBG coordinating committee as well
as among members of the public on more than a one—time basis. Such
interchange cannot take place in this forum." The Chicago Urban League
and the Chicago Leadership Council supported the League of Women Voters!
criticism and complained about the inadequacy of the preliminary draft
application made available to the public and the long tiwe that had
elapsed between the initial meetings and the availability of the draft.

The associate for Chicago reported that "changes in the
application as a result of c¢itizen participation were not very
significant." Moreover, he reported,’It is doubtful whether the
comments of citizens were the primary reason for making the changes."
The picture that emerges from Chicago's first-year citizen particaipation
experience is one of a moderate level of citizen involvement but very
1ittle opportunity to influence the decisions reflected in the
application. The associate comments in this regard that "although
there were opportunities for citizens to speak, nothing that was being
said by community groups was having any significant i1nfluence on the
shape of the program."
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When we began this study, we expected to find citizen participation
more influential in Jjurisdictions where citizens! advisory committees
were used, because they were orgenized and experienced and had the
potential for continued working involvement. Our data, shown in Table
11-13, rndicate, however, that this was .not the case. The citizen
participation format that most often was assoclated with significant
wnfluence was public hearings plus neighborhcood meetings. Ten of the
nineteen cases in this category (discussed earlier in this chapter)
ghowed influential citizen participation. On the other hand, the
lowest incidence of influential participation was among the thirteen
Jurisdictions with public hearings only. In five of these, citizen
participation was influential or moderately influential. A surprise
to us was the experience of jJurisdictions with citizens' advisory
committees and public hearings. Among the seventeen in this category,
ten had moderately influential participastion and in one case, Minneapolis,

participation was Judged influential.
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Table 11-13. Type of Citizen Participation Structure, by Extent of

Citizen Influence¥®

Type of citizen ) Extent of citizen influence

participation ’ . ; " Moderately Not
structure . Influential influential influential _

Public hearings only -2 - - h T
Public hearings and

neighborhood meetings i0 ) 5 2
Citizens' advisory committees o ,

and public hearings 1 11 T
Citizens' advisory committees, _ e

publie hearings, and neigh~ 5 5 2

borhood meetings~ -*- - - - - - -

Source: PField research data.

¥ One jurisdiction, Hennepin County, did not offer citizen participation
at the county level.

The factor that appeared to have been thetstrongest determinant®
of whether citizens effectively contributed to the CDBG application
was the amount of importance attached to citizen p@rticipation by local
officials. Table 11-1l shows that of.the twenty-three Jurisdictions
where public officials were reported t6 have viewed citizen participation
as very important, fifteen had influential citizen participation and in
only one of these was it not influential. Table 11-1l ghows the associates!
assessments of citizens! influence in relation to the importance assigned

to citizen parbicipation by local officials. e ez

T T - \\ ™
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Table 11-1k. Local Officials' Views and the Influence of the Citizen

Participation Process; Summery Statements

Importance of cit;zén Influence of citizen participation process
participation in CDBG .
application process; ’ Not Scmewhat

local officials" views influentisal- - influential--Influential- Total

Not important 11 1 ‘e iz
Moderately important 6 17 k 27
Very important 1 T .15 23

Total 18 25 19 L e2]

Source: Field research data, - - - N

Analysis of the tables in this final section leads us'té'tge :
main coneclusion that the attitude of local officials, and AEt so much the
procedures set up for citizen participation, was the key factor in
determining whether or not citizenst views were significantly
reflected in the block grant application. This finding tends to
gupport the view of the program's framers that a prescribed format
for participation would not‘significaﬁtly strengthen the citizen
participation:proéesé under the CDBG program. The second point that
stands out is the lack of g clear relationship between the activity-
level of citizen participation and its influence. This is a good place
(because this finding was, to us, a quite surprising one) to remind
the reader that all of the findings in this report are for the first
program year., Our conclusions about the political effects of the CDBG

program msy change in ensuing years.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER 11

1/ Federal Register, Vol. 39, No. 220 (Wednesday, November 13, 19T4),
p. L0o136.

g/ On these points, see Melvin B. Mogulof, Citizen Participation: 4
Review and Commentary (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1969),
and Robert C. Seaward, "The Dilemms of Citizen Participation," in
Hans Spiegel (ed.}, Citizen Particivation in Urban Development
(Washington, D.C.: National Institute for Applied Behavioral Science,

1968), p. 62.

§f Statement by James Lynn, Hearings Before the Subcommittee on
Housing apnd Urban Affgirs, Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs, U.S. Senave,93 Cong. 1 sess. (1973), p. 1l.

4/ Most of the congressional deliberations on this 1ssue occurred in
the Senate. Its bill included a reguirement that local governments
iavolve residents of community developnent areas in the execution of
community development activities and provide adequate resources for
their participation, but this was modified by the conference committee.

5/ Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, Report of the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, Senate, 93 Cong.
2 sess. (February 19T%), p. 57.

6/ Data for ¥lorence, South Carclina, was not available at the time
this chapter was written.

7/ The thirteen juraisdictions in which minorities were 2 percent or
less of the population are: Alma, Michigan; Auburn and Bangor, Maine,
Greece, New York:; Huntington Beach, Californias; Lakewood, Colorado;
Marliborough and Worcester, Massachusetts; Miami Beach, Florida:
Portland, Maine; Scottsdale, Arizona; Sioux City, Iowa; Sioux Falls,
South Dakota.
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CHAPTER 12

MAJOR ISSUES FATSED, POSSTBIE NEXT STEPS

In evaluating any governmental program, the first guestion that

must be asked is: On what bages are success and failure to be judged?

The customary approach is to evaluate governmental programs i1n
relation to their inmbent, But this is not as easy as it sounds.
Different observers will imterpret the history of a given program
differently, both in respect to the goals to be achieved and the
weights to be assigned to various goals,

It is these kinds of problems, which frequently consirain policy
research, that led us to the monitoring spproach. Putting it squarely,
this approach does not confront the question of program effectiveness,
In analyzing both the national distributional and local impacts of the
block grant for community development, we see our vole as providing
wmiform and systematic data on the most policy-relevant effects of
the program, On this basis readers can decide for themselves whether
they think it is a good program--whether it should be continued,
expanded, basically reconstituted, or dropped in favor of some other
program oY no program at all,

Because our findings are less tentative and conclusions firmer at
this point for the national distributional effee%s of the CDBG program,
the final chapter of our first report highlights this subject. The
conelusions of Part II (Chapters 3-6) of this report are briefly

swmarized and a proposal is made to institute supplemental

Lot
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CDBG grants for needy cities, Before discussing these national formmla
issues, several observations are in order on the firsit-year effects of

the CDBG program at the local level,

LCCAL EFFECTS

Those who view this block grant as primarily a decentralization
device are likely to regard the first year as a success. Generalist
officials played 'a much larger role than was the case wunder the folded-
in programs, Citizen participation was a prominent feature of CDBG
decisionmaking, although its focus shifted from lower-income persons and
target areas under the folded-in programs (especially model cities) to
broader, often community-wide, participation. These political changes
are closely related to findings for the first year on the uses, income-
group, and spreading effects of the CDEG program,

In particular, the spreading effeet at the local level has In a
significant number of cases resulted in a new euwphasis on neighborhood
conservation, involving housing rehabilitation and related public
improvements in transitional or merginsl meighborhoods. Often
activities in the most distressed neighborhoods which were aided under
the folded-in grants, particularly for model cities, have been continued,
but at a lower level, as this spreading effect has taken hold, These
firgt-year findings suggest thait the block grant program is a better
ingtrument for aiding transitional neighborhocds and preventing blight
than were the folded-in grants, but that it is more limited as an

instrument for redeveloping the most seriously deteriorated urban

H
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aveas, The esgsential question comes down to the mix among kinds of
target areag--the most distressed areas, transitional mneighborhoods,
industrial and commercial digtricts,

Qur data for the first year also indicate that the CDBG program
did not significantly contribute to the legislative objective of
encouraging "spatial deconcentration' of housing for lower-income
persons, v In almost all of the sample sites, associstes reported
that local officials did not consider this objective in preparing their
applications, and furthermore that the related requirements for a
housing assistance plan (HAP), as indicated in this report, were not
emphagized or congistently enforced, A similar situation was found to
apply to the A-05 requirement for metropolitan planning and ccordination,
a clearance system closely related (or at least potentially so) to the
"spatial deconcentration” objective in the law, Pro forma signoffs
predominated under the A-95 requirement,

In addition to these programmatic issues, disagreement was found
as to the mature and duration of the allocations made in the start-up
year of the CDBG program, Although capital spending predominated, it
tended to be for relatively small, short-term undertakings, though
there were allocations in some jurisdictions for longer-term renewal
and economic development projects. ILocal offieials appeared generally
reluctant to undertzke longer-term projects which they perceived might
create continuing financial obligations after the flow of CDBG funds
had been reduced or ﬁerhaps terminated, Some critics have complained

that there has been too mueh of an emphasis on short-term projects and
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have urged that the program be amended to include, or at least facilitate,
larger, longer-term projects, akin to conventionsl urban renewal, 2/
Just as frequently we were told by loeal officials that large-scale
renewal projecis—-with long delays and often resulting in large vacant
tracte--were losing favor prior to CDBG and would have faded from the
urban development scene even without the new program.

Similar issues of who should benefit and how benefits should be
provided have been raised by those favoring soclal services as an
integral and prominent part of commmity development programs. It was,
in fact, this point of view that led to the adoption in 1966 of the model
cities program-~the premise being that saving cities involwves saving people.
Social service spendihg was found to be low under the CDBG program.

Putting these process and outcome points together, we can identify
a social dimension of local impact analysis, As contrasted to some urban
renewal projects and most model eities programs, there sppears to have
beent & shift both in the income-~incidence of benefits and the people
involved in the decision process, away from the poorest psople
and areas to a more mixed pattern., In meny ways, this is the
essential question for analysis., The debate was out in the open in
a number of commumities--the question of the mix between inwvestments
in the poorest areas versus what are considered transitional or
salvageable neighborhoods, It is in 2 way reassuring that this same
debate has been conducted at the national level and in the academic

literature of whether the nation's strategy for dealing with the often
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poorly-defined “urban crisis" should emphasize the physical and
gocial development of the most seriously distressed urban areas
or concentrate instead on neighborhood conservation. In keeplng
with the deceniralization purposes of CDBG, this debate can be
said to be shifting from the national to thé local level.

A1l of these observations and issues, it must be remembered,
are as of a point in time. There are, as has been noted, ;
number of forces in place and ﬁatters 5t11]l unresolved, such
that the effects of the CDBG program in future years could be
different from what we have cbserved so far, Federal strings
could be pulled much tighter by a new admimistration, . perhaps
based on the perfeormance-monitoring responsibility assigned to
HUD under this program. There is also the possibility that .
social objectives (especially income redistribution and integra-
tion of the suburbs) will be advanced more aggressively under
CDBG either by administrative action or as a result of
litigation.

The coming to fruition of these various forces and pressures
could decidedly affect the strength of the decentralizaition and
social dimpacis of the bloeck grant program. Final conclusions must
await both the accumulation of more data and the passage of more
time. On the whole, however, we are surprised by the clarity of the

findings for the first year; and, while we may subsequently regret
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saying so, we wogld be surprised if the findings of the research shift
subgtantially in the second year of the program. That is to say, we
would expect relatiﬁely short-term capital spending to continue to
predominate , generalist officials to continue to have a strong role

along with many citizen organizations, and for benefits to be spread out

on a geographic basis within recipienmt jurisdictions,
NATTONAL DPISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECTS

We note in Part II of this report that meny observers both in the
Congress and the Executive Branch had come to the conclusion that changes
are needed in the CDBG allocation system as currently structured, A HUD
report to President Ford on October 21, 1976, stated in reference to
the program:

The Department should recommend changes to the formula....
Among the eriteria that might make the formula a better
measure of need are the age of a ¢lity's housing stock and
whether it is losing non-poverty population. 3/

We see the existing distribution system as having a spreading
effect, just as was observed at the local lewvel, following what might
be called a natural law of federal grants, "something for everyone,"
This distributional pattern is a consegquence of formula eriteria which
base allocations on population and poverty-based need (poverty and
overerowded housing) and the mixed system of formula and discretionary
funding. In Chapter 6 we suggest that the formila be revised to
include a measure of physical development need. )

Our conclusion is' that, both practically and substantively, it

would be difficult at this stage to devise a single formuls to measure
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the needs of 21l participating communities, We therefore suggest a
dual-formyla spproach, cne formila weighted by poverty measures alone
and one oriented also toward commmnity age. This dual-formula approach
(alternative I in Chapter 6) retains the existing CDBG formula and
adds a second formila to measure community age through the use of a
pre-1939 housing criterion, Each formula entitlement arez would
receive the greater of the amounts provided by the two formulas; no
commnity presently entitled to formula funding would Teceive a lower
allocation {except as discuseed in Appendix VI). The commmity-age
formula favors older, declining central cities which tend to be
concentrated in (but are not exclusive to) the Nbrtheqst and Midwest;
the existing population and poéerty—weighted fofmu%a, on the other
hand, tends to favor the southern and western regions,

We see this dual-formila approach as a reasonably feasible and
equitable way to deal with the fact that commmnities have différent
development needs and that the existing allocation system fails
adequately to congider physical need, We do not see the dual-formula
approach, or this particular version of 1t, as representing an "igeal"
way to define urban need, Put another way, we have chosen to comsider
both feasibility and need, rather than sterting from seratch to develop

an 1deal allocation system to replace the eurrent one,

Extension of Hold-harmless Protection

Other observers of the early operation of the CDBG allocation

system have advocated that hold-harmless protection be preserved, As

discussed in Chapters 3 and 6, hold-harmless protection would hegin to
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be phased out in the fourth year of the CDBG program and would be

i complétely vhased out in the sixth year if the act is extended in

‘.1977 on the basis of the distribution system currently in the 1aw.&/

: One possibility proposed 18 to hold all jurisdictions harmless
against lose indefinitely. {(This approach was included in the Senate
bill, but not adopted.) It is also possible to guarantee a certain
percentage of the hold-harmless base amount. We have examined thas
latter approach--a partial hold-hermless--at three guarantee levels:
50, 60, and 75 percent. This was done in conjunction with the dual-
formuta approach; that is, we have analyzed how entitlement
communities would fare under a system tha; gave each community the
greatest amount among three alternatives: (1) the existing CDBG
formula; (2) the community-age based formula with pre-1939 housing
double counted; and (3) & partial hold-harmless guarantee (at 50, 60,
or 75 percent),

At the 50 percent guarantee level, seventy-three communities
would be betier off under hold-harmless than they would under either
the existing CDBG formula or the alternative which ineludes pre-1939
housing. At the 60 percent guarantee level, the number of communities
in this position increases to ninety-eight; at the 75 percent guaraniee
level, ibi1s number incresses to 135.

There is, of course, a further cost attached to these guarantee
levels, At the 50 percent level, the amount of funds going to formula
entitlement areas is $69.9 million more than they would receive under

the dual-formula approach. (Assuming a $3.0 billion level of fumding

in the sixth year of the CDBG program, funds going to entitlement
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communities would be $1,95 billion, compared to $1.88 billion under the
dual-formula approach and $1.6 billion under the existing formula, At
the 60 and 75 percent guarantee levels, the total amount allocated to
entitlement communities, with the dual-formula system, would be $2,01
billion and $2,13 billion, respectively.)

There need not be a pet additional cost of this partial hold-
harmless approach, The increased cost involved could be offset, as is
the case under the dual-formida approach, through reductions in
metropolitan diseretionary funds or, in the alternative, money could
be added to the CDBG program io cover the costs of a partial hold-
harmiess guarantee,

This gusranteed hold-harmiess approach has a certalin appeal
beeause the principal beneficiarires tend to be older, declining cities
which were also the major participants under the folded-in programs,
Howewver, there are problems with the pattern that results, It wowld
in many caseés represent a reward for successful grantsmanship under the
old programs. If there are to bhe additional fuﬂds for the neediest
cities, one can argue that the distribution of these funds should be
baged on objective measures of need, In recognition of this point, we

offer another possible approach,
SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS FOR NEEDY CITIES

Onece a program exists for distributing money for commnity
development on a broad basis, as a practical politicel matter there o
would appear to be a much better opportunity than would otherwise be

the case (i,e,, "starting from square one") to comcentrate some amount
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of additional funds on the cities with the most acute development
needs, Agein, taking as our base the "urban focus” reflected in this
report, we réisg the possibility that in 1977, when the CDBG program
will neéﬁ to be acted upon, one option to be considered could be

an add-on for the neediest cities. If this were done, it could be

done so as to obviate any need to consider a hold-harmless guarantee,
because these additional funds could be focused on the communities
that, from an urban focus point of view, one would not want to be
affectéd by the hold-harmless phase-out currently in the law. For
purposes of illustrating how such supplementary funds might be
distributed, we have assumed in this section that an additional $500
million is added 1o the (DBG program for supplemental funding.

In going this next step, there would also be an opportunity to
take into account another important characteristice of urban distress,
namely population deeline, Chapter 5 showed the importance of this
factor in discussing the "hardship index" ratings for fifty-five
of the nation's largest central cities. Fourteen of these cities were
identified as distressed and ten as well off. (See Tables 5-6 and
5-T7 in Chapter 5.) It is significant that the fourteen cities with
the highest hardship ratings lost an average of 4.2 percent of their
population between 1960 and 1970. Conversely, the ten well-off cities
gained an average of 18.5 percent between 1960 and 1970 by natural
growth, in-migration, territorial expansion, or some combination of
these factors, Only two of the ten--Salt Iske City and Sesttle—

lost population,



507

Considering both the fifty-five central cities studied with the
"hardship index™ in Chapter 5 and 506 CDBG entitlement cities,
important relationships can be seen hetween social and economic
conditions and population trends. The two groups are divided between

population losers and gainers in Table 12-1,



Table 12-1, Important Characteristics and Rates of Change During Period 1960-70 for Fifty-five Large

Cities and for CDBG Cities, Grouped by Population Gains or Losses

Median
Percentage house Percentage
Population Percent Average Per capita of income value 1970 of value
experience population percent income 1970 change (thousands change
1960-1970 Fumber change Black 1970 {dollars) 1960-1970 of dollars)  1960-1970
(1) (2) (3) (W) (5) (6}

Hardship index cities

Population

logses 29 -7.9 27.3 3,093 55.3 16.3 25 .4

Population

gains 26 21,3 19,3 3,349 59.5 16,9 36.3
CDBG cities

Population i

losses 150 ~6.7 17.3 3,062 57.0 15.9 32.5

Population

gains 356 8/ 20.5 v/ 10,2 3,354 - 61,7 18,8 38.2

Source: Populatiom, income, and housing value data from U.S., Bureau of the Census, County and City Data
Book, 1962 and 1972, Table 6,

a/ Does mot include urban counties plus eight CDBG entitlement cities thet did not exist as incorporated
unite in 1960,

908

b/ This is the median value. The calculated mesn is 38,0, but this is high because of some extremely high
values among a few communities gaining population.
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The cities with declining populations tend to have-much highér
proportions of Blacks and of lower-income persons. Theié;clining
cities also have lower median housing values than the growing ci%ies.
While these data are significant, they reflect the situation at a given
point in time. They represent a still photograph when what is needed
ig a moving pieture, This can be seen by examining rates of change of
two important resource factors--income and housing values, Between
1960 and 1970 per capita income increased 5 percent fagter in the
growing CDBG cities {columm b) than in the declining CDBG cities; home
values inereased nearly 6 percent faster (colum 6) in the growing CDBG
eities,

In sum, we see hardship cities as characterized by old age, an
increasing concenmtration of the socially and economically disadvantaged,
and population decline, The dual-formula approsch covers two of these
. aspects of distress, poverty and community-age, In this chapier, CDBG
supplemental funds are distributed on the basig of all three factors—-
age (as measured by-the propoxtion of housing unit% bullt before 1939),

extent of poverty, =nd rate of population change,
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Step One: Construeting an Eligibility Index, The first step in

allocating CDBG supplemental funds is the determination of eligibility.
We confine eligibility to metropolitan cities; the next guestion is
which metropeolitan cities should receive supplemental funding. The
equation below is used o scale the needs of metropolitan cities on
the basis of the three factors just indicated-—poverty, age of housing,
and population change from 1960-70, (Although 1960-70 data are used for
illustrative purposes, these figures could be updated if desired.)
Eligibility _ (Percent of pre-1 housin Percent of poverd
Index 100 + rate of population change

An eligibility index number was computed for all CDBG metropolitan
entitiement cities scaled from highest to lowest, The next decision is
the determination of how far down the eligibility list to go for
participation in supplemental funding, If, for example, it is decided
that supplemental funding should be limited to CDBG cities 50 percent
or more above the mean on the elligibility index, 123 metropolitan
cities would be eligible, If the eligibility threshold is gset at the
mean, 196 cities qualify, =4

An analysis of the eligible cities at these iwo threshold levels
is shown in Table 12-2, At either threshold level, the eligible
cities have distinetively higher levels of poverty, older housing,
and proportionate minority population, as well as lower income and
housing values, and relatively slower rates ofrgrowth both in income
and housing values than the citieg below the thresholds,

When the eligibility threshold it set at the mean with 196 cities

eligible, 122 of these cities (62 percent) are below 100,000



Table 12-2, Poverty, Age of Housing, Race, Income, and Housing Value Characteristics of CDBG Cities Eligible

for Supplementel Funding at Two Threshold Levels, Compared with Characteristics of Non-eligible Cities

50 percent above mean threshold

Mean threshold

Supplemental Other CDBG Supplemental Other CDBG

Characteristics funding cities cities funding cities citles
Percent poverty 17.3 10,8 16,4 10,0
Percent of housing bullt before 1939 64,8 30,3 58.8 26,2
Percent Black and Spanish-

speaking persons 25,0 16,1 2,0 4.8
Per capita income 1970 (dollars) 2,861 3,360 2,937 3,k39
Percent change in per capita

income change 1960-70 574 60.6 58.0 60,9
Median housing velue 1970

{(thousands of dollars) 1.7 19,4 15,0 20.3
Percent change in housing value

1960-70 32,4 41.6 32.8 43.7

Source: Population, race, income and housing value data from U.3, Buresu of the Census, County snd City Data

Book 1962 and 1972, Table 6,

116
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population; nineteen are satellite cities, Regiomally, the northeast
quadrant and Wegt North Central states have 121 participating cities
(61,8 percent), It is important that sevemty-five southern and western
cities are also ineluded--accounting for 38,3 percent of the eligibles,

Calculating Individual Allocations, The next step iz caleculating
individual allqeations for the eligibles, We use altermative G from
Chapter 6, equally weighting population, poverty, and pre-1939 housing,
(For this discussion the mean threshold is wused with a supplemental fund
of $500 milliom,)

In calculating formula entitlements for CDBG supplemental funds, a
coefficient based on relative shares of population, poverty, and pre-
1939 housing units (alternmative G) ie derived for each of the 196
eligible cities, Before applying this coefficient to the $500 million
to determine individual allocations, however, they were further adjusted
for population change ag described below.

Population Chenge Adjustment. For the 196 eligible cities, the

average population change was -2,1 percent between 1960 and 1970.
Assume, for example, that Clty A and City B had egual counfs of
population, poverty, and pre-1939 housing units, and thus exactly the
same alternmative G coefficient., Bubt assume that City A had a
population gain of 2 percent between 1960 and 1970, City B a

population loss of 310 percent, A population change ratio is
calculated as follows:

Population Change _ 100+rate of change for individusl eity
Ratio 100+mean rate of change for all pariticipating

cities
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For City A the change ratic is 1,0418 (102/97.9), while the
change ratio f?r City B is .919 (90/97.9). 4n allocation

coefficient is themn used as follows:

City A .
Allocation _ Altermative G coefficient _ .0027831 _ 002671k
Coefficient Population change ratio 1,0418 :

City B

Allocation _ Altexnative G coefficient _ .0027831 _ 003028t
Coefficient Population change ratio 919 *

If the allocations were based solely on altermative G (i.e., without
the population change adjustment), each eligible city would receive
$1,391,550 (.0027831 x $500 million). By further adjusting the
individual-city coefficients for rate of population change, the city with
a 2 percent increase (City A) would receive a supplemental grant of
$1,335,700 (.002671h x $500 million); City B, declining at 10 percent,
would receive an additiomel $178 thousand--$1,51k,200 (.003028 x $500
million), Applying this method to the 196 eligible cities, the per
capita allocation to the top ecity, Bast S, Louis, I1linois, would be
$18,25 per capita; the per capita allccation to Seattle, Washington,

(the 196th city) would be $1o.h5.j

Becaling Adjusiment, To increase the spread between the highest
and lowest city for the CDBG supplement snd thereby reduce the "noteh"
problem {(i.e., for the 197th eity), a final step is introduced . scale
allocations, Thig is done by mulitiplying the allocation coefficient by
an "eligibility coefficient," (see below) which is the ratio of an
individual city's index to the mean index of the eligible cities, It

produces a steeper curve, dased on need, for the gllocation of CDBG
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supplemental funds and, as noted, redvces the "notch” problem,

Individual city

Eligibility . eligibility index
Coefficient Mean eligibility

index of eligible cities

Thus the final allocation is determined

Supplemental Allocation Eligibility S
Allocation Coefficient * (oefficient $500 million

Applying this more redistributive approach to the 196 cities,

East St. Louis receives $42.48 per capita; Seattle (the 196th city)
$5.64 per capita. Using this approach, Table 12-3 shows the estimated
supplemental allocations for the 196 citiesg above the mean threshold,
assuning a $500 million supplemental fund, &/

Two further points are worth noting, Firgt, if these supplemental
amounts are added to the allocations produced under the dual-formmla
approach, sixty-nine of these 196 cities would still receive less
funding than they received under the categorical grants, In many of
these cases, this is the result of very successful grantsmanship under
the folded-in programs., In others, it could be a bagis for urging that
there should be a larger supplemental fund (e.g., $750 million) or
perhaps a somewhat different approach to its distribution, The last
colum of Table 12-3 shows the percentage relationship between the
combined allocations and hold-harmless funds,

Second, if The dual-formula and supplement are added together,
forty of the 196 cities shift from a net "loser" to a net "gainer"

position compared with what they would get i1f the dusl-formula alone
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were adopted, These forty are marked with an asterisk (¥) in the
last column of Table 12-3,

. There are, of course, unlimited wvarianmte that cowld be used %o
distribpte supplemental CDBG funds, One approach would be fo extend
the supplemental allocation system to all metropolitan ecities, A more
redistributive outeome could also be achieved by squaring the
”eligibil@ty coefficient," Our objective here is not to present a

"best” approasch, but a framework of movable parts within which

supplemental funding based on need can be congidered.



Table 12-3, CDBG Cities (196) Eligitle for Supplementel Funding Using the Suggested Eligibility Index

ard Allocetion Method, Estimetcd Supplemental Grants Based on a $500 Million Funding Assumption

) Alt. T plus
- . ' . supplement

Eligibvility ' ' Alt, I Supple-~ ag percent

index (per- . Hold 1880 (Dual mental of hold
Eligible centage ahove harmless CDRG . =~ formula) grant - harmless
commnity national mean) {3000) ($C00) ($000) {$000) {rounded)
E. $t, Louis, I11, 431.86 3,h92 2,362 - 2,362 2,97h 150%
San Benito, Tex, 411,79 27 7hk 7hl 686 5,300
Augusta, Ge 372.13 1,042 1,823 1,823 2,099 370
Atlantic City, N.J. 362,34 3,340 1,061 1,485 1,749 90
Wilmington, Del, 360.77 4 9o 1,712 2,237 2,603 ©110%
St. louis, Mo, 351.92 - 15,194 1%,793 17,604 19,764 240
Harrisburg, Pa, 351,01 2,h82 1,321 2,022 2,17k 160%*
Providence, R,I. 333,96 9,110 3,338 5,218 5,181 110%
Camden, N.J, 333,86 5,554 2,260 2,649 2,812 -~ 90°
Johnstown, Pa, 321,7h 977 729 1,199 1,231 240
Newark, N.J, 321.62 20,513 9,807 9,884 9,502 90
Elmira, N,Y, 319.19 1,610 665 1,115 1,053 130%
Covington, Ky, 307.43 1,507 1,150 1,496 1,342 180%
Chester, Pa, 300,30 2,303 . 1,183 1,391 1,323 110%
Buffalo, N,Y, 292,84 © 11,685 7,523 13,026 11,018 200
Williamsport, Pa, 292,33 ‘ 1,080 619 1,065 866 170%
Asbury Park, N,J. 292,10 297 399 459 390 280- -
Cleveland, O. 291,73 16,092 14,250 19,456 17,615 e300 77
Trenton, N,J. 288,56 5,097 1,959 2,778 2,283~ - 90
Huntington, W,.Va, 280.57 1,518 1,393 1,930 1,648 230

e Mt

i

975



Table 12-3 (conbinued)

— e et Sy———

-{
J

~—re-

Supple-

ALY, I plus
supplement

- Hligibvilitly Alv, I ag percent
index (per- Hold 1330 ( Bual nental of hold

Eligiti ceatage above ‘harmless CDEG formula) grant harmless
eormmity national mean) ($C00) {$C00) {$000) ($000) {rourided)
Easton, Pa, 280, 3k 3,108 L36 829 636 Lo
New Orleans, La, 274 .50 14,808 16,753 16,753 12,604 190
Wheeling, W.Va, 260.69 1,547 823 1,296 _ 962 1ho*
Savannah, Ca, 260,45 7,264 3,055 3,055 2,674 70
Muskegon Hghts., Mich, 260,29 676 387 391 332 -11.0%
Pittsburgh, Pa, 260,06 16,429 8,997 13,532 10,584 140%
Laredo, Tex, 257.91 2,663 3,089 3,089 1,403 160
Boston, Mass. 257.87 32,108 11,609 17,085 12,359 90
Chattanooga, Tenn, 257.51 6,526 2,976 2,976 2,370 80
York, Pa, 255,66 1,234 80k 1,k13 979 190
Wilkes Barre, Pa, 255,45 8,088 888 1,656 1,125 - 30
Altoona, Pa, 254,00 1,225 960 1,691 1,193 230
New Haven, Comn, 252,85 18,162 2,600 3, LA 2,575 T30 T
Petersburg, Va. 252,11 733 . 896 896 639 200
Portland, Me. 250,22 5,272 1,102 1,738 1,239 50
Lencaster, Pa, 2h8,55 L, 208 922 1,540 1,036 " 60
New Bedford, Mess, 2h6, 52 10,138 1,736 2,768 1,753 ho
Battle Creek, Mich, 2k6,35 9 656 992 730 19,150
Poughkeepsie,.N,Y. . ke, 68 - - .10,830 Lg7 . -89 ... . 626, en s 1O s
Reading, Pa, 2he,10 .,186 1,224 2,545 1,666 100%

L1G



Table 12-3 (contimnued)

- 4 - %

' ' Alt, "I plus
' ' supplement
Eligibility Alt, I Supple~ as percent
index (per- Hold 1980 (Dyal mental of hold
Eligible centage above harmless CDBG formyla) grant harmleéss
commumity national mean) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) (rounded)
Charleston, W.Va, 2h1,52 1,385 1,303 1,699 1,360 220
Amniston, Ala. 236.32 0 868 868 572" -
Troy, N.Y. 235,40 1,h14 '97L 1,632 1,049 180
E, Chicago, Ind, 233,22 2,161 oh7 1,097 831 80
Fall River, Mass, 232,88 5,4k2 1,625 2,607 1,573 70
Charleston, S.C. 230,82 897 1,762 1,762 1,088 310
BingHamton, N,Y, 229.99 5,414 909 1,713 1,15k 50
sica, N.Y. 229,91 1,551 1,382 2,388 1,526 250
Paterson, N,J. 228,73 Lk ,036 2,997 3,563 2,177 1hox
Jersey City, N.J. 226,62 6,485 4 87k 6,764 4,139 160
Cineinnati, O, 226,56 18,828 9,275 10,858 7,521 90
Jackson, Mich, 225,91 1,062 693 1,168 7he - 170,
Baltimore, Md, 22k, 5h 32,749 18,264 20,712 13,670, 100%*
Holyoke, Mass. 22k, sk 2,942 871 1,337, 805" 70
Hartford, Comn. 223,58 10,267 3,208 3,945 2,h20 60
Albany, N.Y, 221,54 2,109 1,755 3,024 1,900 230
Youngstown, O. 220,84 3,730 2,306 3,196 2,249 140%
Passaic, N,J. 219.94 163 1,048 1,30 796 . 1,360
Cambridge, Mass, 219,61 4,035 1,575 2,707 . 1,588 110%
Birmingham, Ala. 218,30 5,040 7,186 7,186 L,806- 230
Philadelphia, Pa 216,18 60,829 33,506 h7,118 27,920 - 120%,
St, Joseph, Mo. 215,19 1,715 1,2Lk 1,854 1,123 170

a -

L
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Table 12-3 (contimued)

. Alt, I plus
: : supplement
' Eligibility Alt. I Supple-  as percent
index (per- Hold 1980 {Dual mental of hold
Eligible - centage above harmless CDBG formula) grant harmless
commmnity national mean) ($000) ($000} ($000) {$000) (rounded)
Seranton, Pa, 213,21 7,787 1,4k 2,763 1,554 50
Superior, Wis, 212,70 10 186 8o1 b 12,590
Syracuse, N,Y, 210,04 11,861 3,028 RR:7al 2,907 60
Galveston, Tex, 209,23 628 1,401 1,401 919 360
Marietta, O, 208,62 0 259 k16 227 -
Rochester, N,Y, 205,81 14,684 L, U2y 7,619 4,225 80
Detroit, Mich, 201,18 34,187 26,525 34,165 20,702 160%
Chicago, I11, 201,05 43,201 62,870 80,192 45,167 290
Berkeley, Celif. 197.67 2,812 2,171 2,879 1,h90 150
Louisville, Ky. 195.95 8,639 7,380 7,907 h,777 1Lhox
Bridgeton, N.J. 194,69 283 351 470 252 250
Lawrence , Mass, 194, 0k 1,578 1,001 1,761 891 160
Steubenville, 0. 193,78 1,418 511 701 391 70
Terre Haute, Ind, 193.30 323 1,140 1,697 882 790
Ashville, N.C. 192,26 3,238 1,484 1,484 897 70
Wilmington, N,C. 190.38 961 1,131 1,131 581 170
Union City, N,J, 190,15 108 1,115 1,557 &7h 2,060
San Frameisco, Calif, 188,77 128,798 12,564 ‘19,112 9,415 90
Saginaw, Mich, 188, kL - © 3,608 1,586 1,997 1,101 -80
Mexandria, la, 184,77 Co92 1,206 1,206 536 .1,890"
Somerville, Mass, 183,08 2ly 1,248 2,312 1,092 1,370
New York, N.Y, 180.45 102,24l 153,850 184,920 88,482 260
Lym, Mess, - 179,20 - - 3,227 1,295 - 2,312 - -1,070 o L00*
Hagzelton, Pa, 177.26 7 393 784 358 16,320 .
; Duluth, Minn, 176,46 3,386 1,435 2,369 1,1k2 100% 2



Table 12-3 (continued)

Alt. I plus
- ot supplement
Eligibility Alt, T Supple- as percent
index (per- Hold 1980 {Dual mental of hold
Eligible centage above harmless CDBG formila) grant harmless
community naticnal mean) ($000) ($OOO) ($000) {$000) (rounded)
Qakland, Calif, 176,06 12,738 6,887 8,345 4,118 90
Port Arthur, Tex, 175,59 1,32k 1,269 1,269 705 40>
Minneapolls, Minn, 174 .58 16,793 6,211 10,56k 5,213 90
Muskegon, Mich, 172,74 1,108 708 1,035 Lg7 130%
Hopkingville, Ky. 172.24 : 0 506 506 22l -
Schenectady, N.Y. 170.98 1,488 979 2,075 898 190
Brownsville, Tex. 170.8h 155 2,384 2,384 719 2,000
Springfield, Mass, 170,63 9,096 2,529 3,626 1,758 50
Spartansburg, S.C. 168,77 L,hsh 1,020 1,020 Lyl 30
Ashland, Ky, 168,15 6 483 632 31k 15,770
New London, Comn, 167.50 6,418 461 677 330 20
Pawtucket, R.I. 167.34 5,850 1,146 1,811 821 4o
Canton, 0. 167,22 1,109 1,669 2,519 1,141 330
Bay City, Mich, 166,11 1,318 =707 1,131 523 120%
Lewiston, Me, 164,12 2,936 653 957 ko3 40
Aubwrn, Me, 16k 02 701 359 570 2h1 110%
Lowell, Mass. 162,98 3,542 1,418 2,201 902 80
Meallen- Tex, 162,71 . 116 . 1,512 1,512 - 436 .. 1,670,
Perth Amboy, N.J. 16110 1,4 b7 884 367 80
Miagars' Falls, N.Y, 160,68 1,571 1,254 1,783 918 170
Lynchburg, Va, 159,91 1,537 , 902 1,12k ELL 110¥
Yakima, Wash. 158,75 256 8ol 993 T Lot 550
Springfield, 0. 158,42 666 1,279 1,781 766 380
Erie, Pa, 158,01 L W85 1,833 2,7% 1,2k9 © 90
Worcéster, Mass, 156,21 T 6,0 2381 L, o34 1,697 - 90

025



Table 12-3 (comtinued)

"

- j ':-:,' At, T plus
ot ) ' supplement
El1gibility , Alt, I Supple-  as percent
o index (per- Hold 1980 (Dual mental of hold
Eligible centage above harmless CDBG formula) grant harmless
commmity national mean) ($000) ($000) ($000) ($000) (rounged)
Salt, Lake City, Utah 155,44 4,176 2,939 3,696 1,723 120%
Washington, D,C, 155,26 ho 7h8 16,147 16,1h7 7,072 50
Parkersburg, W.Va, 155,25 2lly 700 969 12 560
Roancke, Va, 154,95 2,629 1,517 1,895 877 110%
Dayton, Ohio 154,65 6,822 h,13h 4,925 2,319 110%
Spokane, Wash, 15k4,61 577 2,611 3,6l 1,650 910
Eest Orange, N.J, 154,55 2,519 1,105 1,829 732 100
Greenville, S,C, 153.16 2,205 1,327 1,327 606 8o
Gadsden, Ala, 152,85 b 1,128 1,128 533 11,870
Pensacola, Fla, 152,19 162 1,357 1,357 5he 1,170
Pharr, Tex, 150,35 110 806 © 806 201 910
Haverhill, Mass, 147,53 1,976 604 1,136 k13 70
Monroe, lLa., 17,13 1,45 1,651 1,651 535 150
Lima, Ohio 1%6,56 0 85 1,174 k35 -
Siowx City, Ia, 1h6 k2 3,929 1,237 1,879 7 60
New Brunswick, N,J, 1h5, 7l 1,399 689 852 329 8o
La Crosse, Wis., 14k, 90 605 7h2 1,098 397 240
Fitehburg, Mass. 1kl 68 566 60k . 1,005 365 2ho
Muncie, Ind, 143,90 52 1,148 .1,369 555 3,700
Kalamazoo, Mich, 1k3,32 64 1,267 1,713 660 13,700
Elizabeth, N,J, 141,91 146 1,889 2,496 T 7890 2,320
Portland, Ore, 141,76 8,760 5,483 8,611 3,175 130%
Akron, Ohio 139.79 10,979 3,990 5,643 2,264 (e w
Bridgeport, Comm. 138.81 4113 2,575 3,308 1,234 1L0% N
Mt, Vernon, N,Y. 138.62 2,590 1,107 --~ -1,662 €08 80 -~ -



Table 12-3 (continued)

. 7 Alt, I plus

. ' supplement
Eligibility Alt. T Supple- as percent
. index (per- Hold 1980 {Dual mental of hold
Eligible centage above harmless CDBG formula) grant harmless
commnity national mean) ($000) ($000) ($000) {$000) (rounded)
Richmond, Va, 137.92 10,068 1,839 b 967 1,808 60
Manchester, N,H, 137,81 2,500 1,250 1,931 693 100%
Texarkana, Tex., - 137.10 2,812 639 639 248 . 30
Grand Rapids, Mich. 134.99 L 815 2,853 L 265 1,386 110%
Bayonne, N.J. 134,50 500 997 1,672 576 4ho
Texarkana, Ark. 134,37 2,372 503 503 165 20
Gary, Ind, : 132,76 6,97k 3,708 3,708 1,281 70
Bristol, Tenn, 130,56 365, 351 Loz 134 140
Harlingen, Tex. 129,96 183 1,313 1,313 Los 950
Daytona Beach, Fla. 129,25 675 1,042 1,042 319 200
Winter Haven, Fla, 128,86 64 354 354 127 750
Hamilton, Ohio 128,68 597 1,075 1,313 Log 300
Pine Bluff, Avk, 127,88 2,168 1,515 1,515 377 8o
Waco, Tex, 127.79 5,704 2,026 , 2,026 740 Lo
Milwaukee, Wis, 127.67 13,383 10,935 14,181 5,137 1ho
Montgomery, Ala. . 126,95 2, gk 3,178 3,178 1,042 160
Malden, Mass, 126,36 L, 5h6 681 . 1,304 “417 -~ 130~
Evansville, Ind, 124,08 b 2,878 2,254 2,719 967 .. 120%
Rock Island, I1l. 123,16 * 12,482 ©T 709 1,023 350 , 50
Norwich, Comm, ‘121,41 1,478 559 . 887 --260 70
Shreveport, La, 121.35 473 L 256 L 256 1,210 1,150
Allentown, Pa, 121,05 2,426 1,313 2,h2h 739 130%
Kansas City, Mo, 120,58 v 17,859 —...8,048 10,428 3,289 70
Denison; Tex, 119.7% 179 451 heh 154 © 350
Lakeldhd, Fla, 119.34 162 798 798 278 660

2es



Table 12-3 (continued)

) Mt, I plus
‘ supplement
Eligibility Alt, I Supple~ as percent
index (per- Hold 1980 (Dual mental of holé
Eligible centage ebove harmless CDBG formila) grant harmless
commrmity national meen) {$000) ($000) {$000) ($ooo) (rounded)
Edinburg, Tex, 118,31 1,198 713 713 174 20
Atlanta, Ca, 118,01 18, ,780 11,207 11,207 3,32Y4 70
Waterbury, Conn, 117.61 5, ’688 1,577 2,218 682 50
Pontiac, Mich, 116,89 3 198 1,523 1 525 505 60
St, Paul, Mimm, 116,58 18,835 4,152 6 uue 1,985 ko
Bloomington, Il1, 116,23 2,169 543 877 239 50
Tacoma, Wash. 115.68 2 u59 2,084 3,069 glig 160
Irvington, N,J, 11k ,60 297 748 1,393 39k 600
W, Palm Beach, Fla, 113,48 131 1,135 1 135 366 1,140
Council Bluffs, Ia. 113,46 251 986 1 156 336 530
Des Moines, Ta. 113,22 3,692 2,792 3,986 1,263 1o
Mobile, Ala, 113,13 2,01k 4,600 L 600 1,315 290
Ogden, Utah 112,92 655 1,155 1,256 416 250
Flint, Mlch. 112,73 5,861 3,173 3, g 1,153 70
Pueblo, Colo, 112,47 1 016 1,751 1 751 541 220
Portsmouth, Va, 111,14 L,570 2 ,296 2,296 7ok 60
Springfield, Il1, 110.k9 ) ,513 1 367 1,945 515 50
Santa Cruz, Calif, 110,43 161, 553 666 170 510
Beaumont, Tex. 109,83 25 2,327 2,327 716 12,170
long Branch, N,J. 109,17 55 535 639 161 1 hso
Durbem, N.C, 107,28 2,384 2,004 2,004 L&T 100+,
Miaml, Fla, 106,08 3, 1165 9,712 9,712 1,833 360
Denver; Colo, - 105,78 ... 15,805., _ 8,246 9,493 2,823 !
South Bend, Ind, 105,1k 3,547 1 683 27388 717 g0
:lampa, Fla, 105,10 8,577 5, (613 5,613 1,618 80

£zs



Table 12-3 (continued)

-1
+

Eligible :
commmity

—Ellglblllty
“'index (per—
.centage above
national megn)

',
Norfolk, Va,
Pasadena, Calif, .
Oshkosh, Wis, '
Mansfield, O..
Tolede, 0.

Pittsfield, Mass.
Waterloo, Ia
Jackson, Miss
Seattle, Wash,

¥ Cities which shift from a met ”loser" to a net "gainer™ p051t10n relative to thelr hold-harmless level
compared with what they would receive 1f the dual.formula

104,81
10,69
104,63
103,84
101,19

100.53
100,38
100,36
100,21

alone were adopted !

St

Alt, I plus
gupplement
Supple-ﬂ as percent
mental - ' of thold
grant .  ~“harfless
($ooo) {rounded)
1,695 A To)
661 110%
. 251 1,550
Y266 390
1,7H2 70
' 303 '110
369 140
870 210

2,996 110

E

e

fes
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NEXT STEPS FOR THE RESEARCH

Putting together the naticonal distributional and local effecis
of the CDBG program in its first year of operation, there is a basic
issue that cuts across all of the data presented in this report, The
essential question involves the development process, If one's view
of the development process for economle and efficiency reasons
emphasiges growbth~potential areas and the prevention of blight, there
is more likely to be acceptance of the findings of this study about
the impact of the current formla and the spreading and neighborhood
conservetion effects found at the local level, On the other hand,
those who give a higher prlority to scecial and equity goals of economic
development would be likely to argue for both a national and local
distribution that places greater emphasis on the needlest aress, It
is, of course, possible to favor a national distribution of CDBG
funds that gives greater emphaslis to the needs of distressed core cities,
but within that context to support strategies which emphasize growth-
potential neighborhoods,

We will explore these and related issues further in the second
stage of our research at which time performance-monitoring deta, both
from HUD and the sample jurisdictions, will provide a basis for consider-
ing the first-year uses of CDBG funds in relation to the plans adopted by
the sample units, Other new subjects will be covered in the second report,
although the current plan is to use the same general framework as for this

report, Originally, we had intended to cover some subjects in the first
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yvear and scome in the second. As it turned out, however, we have been

able, largely because of the cooperation received from the associates,
to cover a wide range of subjects in this fivst report. Our second
installment as a result essentially will update and expeand upon the.
subggcjg covefed this year, One exception to this rule, which is not
covereq as systematically as others in this first report, is the
intergévernmental effects of the ODBG program, This subject will be
treated as a separate chapter in the second report; we plan to examine’
the role of HUD, the states, and fegional bodies under the CDBG program.

The planlfo? the second report also includes chapbters in the form of

cese studies of selected sample jurisdictions authored by the "

respongible field research associate,

L

|
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FOOTNCTES TO CHAPTER 12

1/ The term "spatial deconcentration” is included among the purposes

of the CDBG program, as discussed in Chapter 2, The sixth purpose -~
enmumerated in Section 101 of the act (See Appendix I of this report)

is "the reduction of the~disolation of income groups within communities
and geographical areas and the promotion of an increase in the diversity
and vitality of neighborhoods through the spatial deconcentration of
houging for persons of lower income.”" Policies to achieve these
objectives are discussed in a recent book by Michael N, Danielson,

The Politics of Exclusion (Columbia Unlversity Press, 1976).  See also
Lower-income Housing: Suburban Strategies, by Leonard S. Rubinowitz
(Ballinger, 1974). Chepter 12, "Federal Carrot and Stick: HUD," is
partlcularly relevant to this study as it examines nmny of the
programs consclidated into the CDBG program,

-

2/ See, for example, Alan S, Oger, "Federal Efforts to Rebuild Cities
Coming under Study prior to Carter Iﬁauguratlonf“ New York Times,
November 17, 1976.

3/ .S, Department of Housing and Urban Development, Interim Revort
of the President's Committee on Urban Development and Nedghborhood
Revitalization (October 1976}, p. 36.

E/ Under hold-harmless, Jjurisdictions with experience under the
folded-in federal progrems (urbsn venewsl, model cities, ete.) receive
an amount equal io their average federal grants for these programs
over the five-year period, 1968-72, This hold-harmless protection
continues for the first three years of the CDBG program, and then
phases down by thirds in years four through six of the program under
the terms of the original act,

5/ Seventeen townships and North Charleston, South Carolina, were not
included in the eligibility listing because of missing data elemenis,

6/ The eligibility index numbers of Table 12-3 are based on a variation
of this formula, standardized to make the mean equal 100,
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